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Washington, D.C. 20231 



Sir: 

This paper responds to the Office Action dated December 3, $j)02. All 

remarks herein are made without prejudice. p rr ^ 
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At pages 2-4 of the Office Action, the Examiner rejects claims 1-3 and 
7-9 under 35 USC 103(a) as being unpatentable over Sakamoto et al. (US 
Patent No. 6,480,245 B1) in view of Won (US Patent No. 6,046,785). 
Moreover, at pages 4-5, claims 4-6 are rejected under 35 USC 103(a) as 
being unpatentable over Sakamoto et al. and Won in view of Tan (US Patent 
No. 5,075,824). These rejections are respectfully traversed. 

The combination of Sakamoto et al., Won and Tan does not disclose, 
suggest, or teach, inter alia, the following features recited by claim 1 of the 
present application: 
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"a light guide plate having a light receiving lateral side ... the first 
coupling lateral side having a first coupling member and the second coupling 
lateral side having a second coupling member"; 

"a light source installed inside the reflector, the light emitted from the 
light source being reflected by the reflective cover and transmitted into the 

light guide plate"; and 

"wherein the first and second coupling members are respectively 
combined with the first and second linking members for assembling the 
reflector and the light guide plate, and a predetermined distance is formed 
between the reflector and the light guide plate." 

Sakamoto et al. discloses an LCD with a lamp reflector grounded to 
panel housing. The structure of the lamp unit looks similar to the backlight 
unit in the present application. However, the objective in Sakamoto et al. is 
to ensure that grounding of lamp reflector can be reliably performed and 
that contact deficiencies can be overcome (see e.g. col. 1, line 49-65). In 
the present application, the main objective is to have a light and compact 
backlight unit, for example, by reducing the thickness of the backlight unit 
(see page 3, lines 2-12 of the present application). 



Since the objective of Sakamoto et al. is quite different from that of 
the present application, the design of the lamp unit is also quite different. 
Please compare Fig. 3 of Sakamoto et al. with Fig. 3 of the present 
application. The design of the present application is clearly more compact 
and presumably lighter than that of Sakamoto et al. For example, in 
Sakamoto et al. the lamp 3, the lamp reflector 4 and the metallic lamp cover 
11 are three separate items connected together by the screw 15. In the 
present application, however, the same function is achieved by one item 
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because the reflector 300, the lamp 340 and the reflective cover 310 are 
made into one part to reduce the thickness of the backlight unit. 

Since in Sakamoto et al. the lamp 3, the lamp reflector 4 and the 
metallic lamp cover 11 are three separate items, Sakamoto fails to disclose 
"a light source installed inside the reflector", as recited by claim 1 of the 
present application. At page 3, paragraph 2 of the Office Action, the 
Examiner acknowledges that Sakamoto does not have a light source 
specifically installed inside a reflector. However, the Examiner asserts that 
it "would have been obvious ... to modify Sakamoto to include a light source 
installed within a reflector to reduce display deficiencies due to electric noise 
and for obtaining clearer images." The Applicant respectfully disagrees. 

Since Sakamoto does not concern the size of the lamp unit, there is no 
motivation to install the light source (lamp) inside the reflector. Sakamoto 
nowhere teaches that installing a lamp within a reflector can "reduce display 
deficiencies due to electric noise", as suggested by the Examiner. Instead, 
Sakamoto teaches securely ground the lamp reflector to reduce display 
deficiencies. It seems that installing a lamp within a reflector has no relation 
at all to "reducing display deficiencies due to electric noise". The Examiner's 
assertion that it would have been obvious to install the light source inside the 
reflector is not supported by facts and is an impermissible hindsight. 

At page 2 of the Office Action, the Examiner asserts that the "light 
guide plate" of Sakamoto has two coupling members and that the reflectors 
most likely has two holders. The Applicant respectfully disagrees. Note that 
the coupling members and the linking members are to connect the lamp 
reflector 4 and the lamp cover 1 1 together (with a screw), not to connect 
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the reflector and the light guide plate. Thus, Sakamoto fails to disclose that 
"the first and second coupling members (of the light guide plate) are 
respectively combined with the first and second linking members (of the 
reflector) for assembling the reflector and the light guide plate, as recited 
by claim 1 of the present application. 

At page 3, paragraph 3 of the Office Action, the Examiner 
acknowledges that Sakamoto does not have "a predetermined distance 
formed between the reflector and light guide plate", as recited by claim 1 of 
the present application. However, the Examiner asserts that "Won has a 
light guide and lamp positioned within a frame wherein a cross-section of the 
light guide decreases with distance from the lamp" and that it "would have 
been obvious ... to modify Sakamoto in view of Won to make the reflector 
and light guide at a predetermined distance for tight assembly and reduction 
of noise and improved image quality". The Applicant respectfully disagrees. 

Won discloses a bracket for tightly attaching a light guide to a frame 
of an LCD device. As discussed above, Sakamoto teaches reducing display 
deficiencies by securely grounding the lamp reflector. There seems to be no 
suggestion or motivation to combine the teaching of Won with Sakamoto 
because there is no teaching that have a predetermined distance between 
the reflector and the light guide plate can help grounding the lamp reflector. 

Under MPEP 2143, to establish a prima facie case of obviousness, 
there must be some suggestion or motivation, either in the references 
themselves or in the knowledge generally available to one of ordinary skill in 
the art, to modify the reference or to combine reference teachings. 
Moreover, the prior art reference (or references when combined) must 
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teach or suggest all the claim limitations. As discussed above, the Applicant 
believes that the cited references fail to disclose all limitations of claim 1. 
Moreover, there is no suggestion or motivation to combine the references as 
the Examiner suggested. Thus, the Applicant believes that claim 1 is 
patentable. 

Claims 2-9 are also patentable, at least by virtue of their dependency 
from claim 1. Moreover, these claims are patentable by virtue of the 
additional limitations recited therein. 



The Applicant believes that all pending claims are in condition for 
allowance and reconsideration of this application is respectfully requested. 

The Commissioner is authorized to charge any additional fees which 
may be required or credit overpayment to deposit account No. 12-0415. In 
particular, if this response is not timely filed, then the Commissioner is 
authorized to treat this response as including a petition to extend the time 
period pursuant to 37 CFR 1.136 (a) requesting an extension of time of the 
number of months necessary to make this response timely filed and the 
petition fee due in connection therewith may be charged to deposit account 
no. 12-0415. 
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Enclosed please find a copy of Troy Guangyu Cai's Notice of Limited 
Recognition under 35 CFR 10.9(b) to prepare and prosecute patent 
applications wherein the patent applicant is a client of Ladas & Parry, and 
the attorney of record in the applications is a registered practitioner who is 
a member of Ladas & Parry. 



I hereby certify that this correspondence is being deposited 
with the United States Post Office with sufficient postage as 
first class mail in an envelope addressed to: Commissioner of 
Patents and Trademarks, Washington, D.C., 20231 on 



Respectfully submitted, 



February 27, 2003 



(Date of Deposit) 




Troy Guangyu Cai 



(Name of Applicant, Assignee or Registered Representative) 



Attorney for Applicant 
LADAS & PARRY 
5670 Wilshire Blvd., Suite 2100 
Los Angeles, California 90036 
(323) 934-2300 




^A"7 / 



(Date) 



BEFORE THE OFFICE OF ENROLLMENT AND DISCIPLINE 
UNITED STATE PATENT AND TRADEMARK OFFICE 



LIMITED RECOGNITION UNDER 37 CFR § 10.9(b) 



Guangyu Cai is hereby given limited recognition under 37 CFR § 10.9(b) as an employee 
of Ladas & Parry to prepare and prosecute patent applications wherein the patent 
applicant is a client of Ladas & Parry, and the attorney or agent of record in the 
applications is a registered practitioner who is a member of Ladas & Parry. This limited 
recognition shall expire on the date appearing below, or when whichever of the following 
events first occurs prior to the date appearing below: (i) Guangyu Cai ceases to lawfully 
reside m the United States, (ii) Guangyu Cai's employment with Ladas & Parry ceases or 
is terminated, or (iii) Guangyu Cai ceases to remain or reside in the United States on an 



This document constitutes proof of such recognition. The original of this document is on file 
in the Office of Enrollment and Discipline of the U.S. Patent and Trademark Office. 



H-l visa. 



Expires: November 19, 2003 



=44 



Harry L Moatz 
Director of Enrollment and Discipline 
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